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1. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest is the Assignee, Cypress Semiconductor Corporation. 



II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There are no related appeals or interferences known to the Appellants, Appellants' 
legal representative, or Assignee which will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a 
bearing on the Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

III. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-20 are pending and remain rejected. The Appellants hereby appeal the 
rejections of claims 1-20. ^ 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

Appellants are appealing a final Office Action issued by the Examiner on January 1 0, 
2003 . On February 26, 2003 , Appellants filed a response requesting reconsideration. On March 24, 
2003, the Examiner issued an Advisory Action that withdrew the 35 U.S.C. §112 rejections for 
claims 10, 18 and 19. On April 10, 2003, Appellants filed a Notice Of Appeal. 

V. SUMMARY OF INVENTION 

The present invention concerns a method of verifying a repair of a design (1 02). The 
method generally comprising the steps of (A) generating an enumeration of a plurality of fiises (108) 
in the design, (B) compiling data for each of the fuses (120), wherein the data comprises simulation 
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path data (118) and (C) simulating the design (106) with at least one of the fuses programmed for 
the repair to verify the repair. 

VI. ISSUES 

The issues are whether (i) claims 1 and 7 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. §112, first 
paragraph and (ii) claim 7 is patentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, second paragraph. 

The issues are whether (i) claims 1, 3, 5-7, 12-16, 18 and 19 are patentable under 35 
U.S.C. §103 over the Background of the Invention section of the instant application in view of 
Kablanian et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,764,878, (ii) claims 2 and 17 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. §103 
over the Backgroimd of the Invention section in view of Kablanian et al. and Tzori, U.S. Patent No. 
6,202,044, (iii) claim 4 is patentable under 35 U.S.C. §103 over the Background of the Invention 
section in view of Kablanian et al. and Sample et al, U.S. Patent No. 5,841 ,967, (iv) claims 8, 9 and 
10 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. §103 over the Background of the Invention section in view of 
Kablanian et al. and Higgins et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,397,349, (v) claim 1 1 is patentable under 35 
U.S.C. §103 over the Background of the Invention section in view of Kablanian et al., Higgins et 
al. and Official Notice that it is well known in the art to store coordinates in memory for future use 
or to create a permanent record and (vi) claim 20 is patentable under 35 U.S.C. §103 over the 
Background of the Invention section in view of Kablanian et al. and Official Notice that it is well 
known in the art to write files for future user or to create a permanent record. 
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VII. GROUPING OF CLAIMS 

Appellants contend that the claims of the present invention do not stand or fall 
together. In particular, the following groups of claims are separately patentable: 



Group 1: 


Claims 1, 14, 15 and 16 stand together. 


Group 2: 


Claims 12 and 20 stand together. 


Group 3: 


Claim 13 stands alone. 


Group 4: 


Claims 2 and 3 stand together. 


Group 5: 


Claim 4 stands alone. 


Group 6: 


Claims 5 and 6 stand together. 


Group 7: 


Claim 7 stands alone. 


Group 8: 


Claims 8, 10 and 11 stand together. 


Group 9: 


Claims 9 and 17 stand together. 


Group 10 


Claims 18 and 19 stand together. 



The claim(s) in each group is (are) separately patentable from the claun(s) in any 

other groups. 
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VIII, ARGUMENTS 
A. Selected groupings of claims are each patentable under 35 U.S.C §112. 

35 U.S.CS112 

1. Group 1 (claims 1, 14, 15, and 16) is patentable under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
first paragraph. 

The Examiner must provide a reasonable basis to question the enablement provide 
for the claimed invention.^ The Examiner has not established a prima facie case that pending claim 
1 is not disclosed in the specification as originally filed in compliance with the enablement portion 
of 35 U.S.C. §1 12, first paragraph. Furthermore, the specification as originally filed does meet the 
enablement description requirements of 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph. As such, the claimed 
invention is fully compliant with 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph and the rejection should be 
reversed. 

Regarding the enablement rejection for claim 1, the Examiner has stated that "The 
specification does not adequately describe this phrase."^ The Examiner's arguments are merely 
conclusory statements. The Examiner has not meet the initial burden to provided a reasonable basis 
to question the enablement. Therefore, a prima facie case for non-enablement has not been 
established. 

Furthermore, the claim 1 step "simulating said design with at least one of said fuses 
programmed for said repair to verify said repair" is described in the specification as follows: 



^ Manual of Patent Examining Procedures (M.P.E.P.), Eighth Edition, Revised February 
2003, §2164.04. 

^ Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 7, item 32. 
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The repair block 120 may be exercised in advance of the first-sihcon for specific part 
failures. The repair block 120 may predict fixse locations that, if programmed, may correct 
a part experiencing failure. The method 100 may provide an easy and reliable method to 
perform simulations that emulate a design as if those locations were programmed on the die 
by the laser. ^ 

One of ordinary skill in the art would understand simulating a design with a programmed fuse in 
advance of the first silicon of the design. As such, claim 1 is enabled and the Examiner has failed 
to estabUsh a prima facie case for non-enablement, thus the rejection should be reversed. 

2. Group 7 (claim?) is patentable under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph and 
second paragraph. 

The Examiner must provide a reasonable basis to question the enablement provide 
for the claimed invention."* The Examiner has not established a prima facie case that pending claim 
7 is not disclosed in the specification as originally filed in compliance with the enablement portion 
of 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph. The specification as originally filed does meet the enablement 
description requirements of 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph. The Examiner has not provide any 
evidence that claim 7 is indefinite. Furthermore, the claim does particularly point out and distinctly 
define the metes and boxmds of the subject matter regarded as the invention. As such, the claimed 
invention is fiiUy comphant with 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph and second paragraph and the 
rejections should be reversed. 



^ AppUcation, page 9, lines 13-19 as originally filed. 



^ M.P.E.P., Eighth Edition, Revised February 2003, §2164.04. 
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Regarding the enablement rejection for claim 7, the Examiner has stated that "The 
specification does not adequately describe this phrase."^ The Examiner's argument is merely a 
conclusory statement. The Examiner has not meet the initial burden to provided a reasonable basis 
to question the enablement. Therefore, a prima facie case for non-enablement has not been 
estabhshed. 

Furthermore, the claim 7 step "generating a repair file that predicts said at least one 

of said fiises programmed for said repair" is described in the specification as follows: 

Construction of the repair block 120 may rely on part-specific redundancy information and 
errors foimd afl;er a first-silicon delay part production. The repair block 1 20 may receive the 
errors fi*om the defect block 122.^ 

One of ordinary skill in the art would understand how to construct a program file using detected 

errors supplied by another block. 

Regarding the indefiniteness rejection, claim 7 does set forth the subject matter that 

the Appellants regards as the invention and particularly points out and distinctly defines the metes 

and bounds of the subject matter.^ The subject matter regarded as the invention is a subjective test 

that is satisfied as evidenced by the submission of claim 7 for examination. The claim 7 step 

"generating a repair file that predicts the at least one of the fixses programmed for repair" meets the 

objective test to define the metes and bounds of the subject matter by adding a limitation to generate 

a repair file along with an explanation of what the repair file is for. Therefore, claim 7 is definite 

under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. 



^ Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 7, item 33. 

^AppUcation, page 9, lines 10-13 as originally filed. 

^ M.P.E.P. Eighth Edition, Revised February 2003, §2171. 
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Furthermore, the Examiner's argument for rejecting claim 7 is, "This phrase is not 
adequately defined."^ The Examiner is merely making a conclusory statement that does not explain 
why the claim language (i) fails to set forth the subject matter regarded as the invention or (ii) fails 
to particularly point out and distinctly define the metes and bounds of the subject matter. Therefore, 
the Examiner has failed to estabUsh a sufficiently clear basis for the rejection of claim 7 to permit 
the Appellants an opportunity to correct the alleged problem. As such, claim 7 is enabled, definite, 
the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for non-enablement and the Examiner has 
failed to provide any evidence of indefiniteness, thus the rejections should be reversed. 

B. Selected groupings of the claims are each patentable over the Background of the 
Invention section of the application in view of Kablanian et aL, Tzori, Sample 
et al., Higgins et aL and Official Notice taken by the Examiner. 

35 U.S.C. S 103 

"[T]o establish obviousness based on a combination of the elements disclosed in the prior 
art, there must be some motivation, suggestion or teaching of the desirability of making the specific 
combination that was made by the applicants."^ "[T]he factual inquiry whether to combine 
references must be thorough and searching."*^ "This factual question ... [cannot] be resolved on 



^ Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 8, item 39. 

reKotzab, 111 F.3d 1365, 1370, 55 USPQ2d 1313, 1316 (Fed. Cir. 2000) (citing /« re 
Dance, 160 F.3d 1339, 1343, 48 USPQ2d 1635, 1637 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Gordon, 733F.2d900, 
902, 221 USPQ 1125, 1127 (Fed. Cir. 1984)). 

^""McGinleyv. Franklin Sports, Ina, 262 F.3d 1339, 1351-52, 60USPQ2d 1001, 1008 (Fed. 
Cir. 2001). 
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subjective belief and unknown authority."^* "It must be based on objective evidence of record."^^ 
The Examiner must show that (a) there is some suggestion or motivation, either in the references or 
in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify or combine the 
references, (b) there is a reasonable expectation of success, and (c) the prior art reference (or 
combination of references) teaches or suggests all of the claim limitations. Furthermore, The Court 
of Appeals for the Federal Circuit has indicated that the requirement for showing the teaching of 
motivation to combine references is "rigorous" and must be "clear and particular". 

1. Group 1 (claims 1, 14, 15, and 16) is patentable over the Background of 
the Invention section in view of Kablanian et al. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness to combine 
the Backgroimd of the Invention section of the instant application and Kablanian et al. No admission 
has been made and no evidence has been provided that the Background of the Invention section is 
prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine the 
Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. Furthermore, conflicting interpretations 
regarding two sentences from the Background of the Invention section exist in the final Office 
Action. Even if the proposed combination was made, the proposed combination still does not teach 
or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to 



In re Lee, 277 F.3d 1338, 1343-44, 61 USPQ2d 1430, 1434 (Fed. Cir. 2002). 
^^Id at 1343, 61 USPQ2d at 1434. 
M.P.E.P., Eighth Edition, Revised February 2003. §2142. 

In re Anita Dembiczak and Benson Zinbarg, 50 U.S.P.Q.2d 1614 (Fed. Cir. 1999) 
Docket Number: 0325.00239 
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verify the repair. As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited references and the 

rejection should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 

evidence that the prior art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. In particular, the 

Background of the Invention section of any application may include: 

A paragraph(s) describing to the extent practical the state of the prior art or other 
information disclosed known to the applicant, including references to specific prior art or 
other information where appropriate.^^ (Emphasis added by Appellants' representative) 

No admission has been made that any statements in the Background of the Invention section of the 

instant application is prior art. No evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any statement 

in the Background of the Invention section of the instant application qualifies as prior art. No 

evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any admission has been made by the Appellants. 

Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish that the sentences relied upon for the 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(a) rejection are prior art. Writing sentences in the Backgroxmd of the Invention section of an 

application does not automatically imply that the sentences are admissions of prior art. As such, the 

Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of evidence that the prior 

art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 

clear and particular motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section of the instant 

appHcation with Kablanian et al. In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable expectation of success 

has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. As such, the claimed 

invention is fully patentable over the proposed combination and the rejections should be reversed. 

M.P.E.P., Eighth Edition, Revised February 2003, §608.01(c). 
Docket Number: 0325.00239 
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The proposed combination appears to add external software for optimizing redundant 
memory lines and fuse/anti-fiise equipment taught by Kablanian et al. to manual procedures and 
conventional methods disclosed in the Background of the Invention section. The Examiner has not 
provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for success of the proposed combination. 
Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established for lack of clear and particular 
evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation to "determine the optimal utilization"^^ is a 
conclusory statement taken out of context. The Backgroimd of the Invention section discusses 
enumeration of fuse locations and verification of a repair using the fuses. In contrast, the full context 
provided by Kablanian et al. for "optimal utilization" applies to redundant memory lines used to 
repair defective memory lines. The Background of the Invention section makes no references to 
memory lines or optimization. Therefore, there is no clear and particular motivation why one of 
ordinary skill in the art working on fuse enumeration and repair verification would seek a memory 
Une optimization reference such as Kablanian et al. The fact that references can be combined is not 
sufficient to establish obviousness.^^ Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) evidence 
of motivation to combine or modify the references. 

Claim 1 provides simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses 
programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Assuming, arguendo, that the proposed combination 
of the Background of the Invention and Kablanian et al. would have been obvious (for which the 



Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 9, item 56. 

M.P.E.P., Eighth Edition, Revised February 2003, §2143.01. 
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Appellants' representative does not necessarily agree), the proposed combination still does not teach 
every element of the pending claims. Despite the Examiner's suggestion^^ Kablanian et al. do not 
teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one fiise programmed for a repair to verify the 
repair. Determining an optimum utilization of redimdant memory lines to repair defective memory 
lines takes place before the repair is performed. In contrast, the claim provides verifying the repair 
after simulating the repair. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has interpreted the "extemal software" taught by 
Kablanian et al. to include simulation soflv^are that simulates the repair.*^ However, the Examiner 
appears to have used the claim language as a template to change the plain meaning of Kablanian et 
al. Nothing in Kablanian et al. teaches or suggests that the extemal software performs a simulation 
of the memory circuit or performs a simulation of a repair to the memory circuit. In contrast, 
Kablanian et al. teach repairing an actual chip using a conventional laser beam and then retesting the 
actual chip with automatic test equipment (ATE).^^ Using a conventional laser and ATE does not 
teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fiises programmed for a repair 
to verify the repair as presently claimed. Therefore, the proposed combination does not teach or 
suggest every element as presently claimed and the rejections should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness because the 
proposed combination of the Background of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. does not 
provide clear and particular evidence of a teaching or suggestion for the claimed data for each of a 



Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 9, item 55. 

Advisory Action, March 24, 2003, page 2, item 13. 

'^^ Kablanian et al., column 2, lines 7-14. 
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plurality of fuses. In particular, the rational for the claim 1 rejection makes conflicting statements 
within the final Office Action regarding two sentences in the Background of the Invention section 
which read: 

The conventional methods to manually associate the fuse path to the fuse locations, or vise 
versa, use a layout versus schematic (LVS) cross-probe user-interface. Conventional verilog 
simulation paths are derived by manual translation of schematic paths aided by visual 
inspection of a netlist. 

Claim 1 provides compiling data for each of a plurality of fuses, wherein the data comprises 
simulation path data. The Examiner has asserted that the two sentences in the Background of the 
Invention section teach compiling data for each one of a plurality of fuses, wherein the data 
comprises simulation path data.^^ In addition, the Examiner has also asserted that the same two 
sentences teach that the data comprises schematic path data.^^ Furthermore, the Examiner has 
asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises physical layout data.^"^ The same 
two sentences caimot teach or suggest three different types of data simultaneously. Therefore, no 
clear and particular evidence has been provided that the Backgroimd of the Invention section teaches 
or suggests compiling data for each of a plurality of fuses, wherein the data comprises simulation 
path data as presently claimed. As such, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for 
obviousness due to conflicting interpretations of the Background of the Invention section. 

In summary, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application and Kablanian et al. No admission 

AppUcation, page 1, lines 16-20 as originally filed. 

Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 9, item 52. 

Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 15, item 103. 

Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 15, item 106. 
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has been made that the Background of the Invention section is prior art. No evidence has been 
provided by the Examiner that the cited sentences in the Background of the Invention section quaUfy 
as prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine 
the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. Furthermore, the Examiner has made 
conflicting interpretations regarding two sentences from the Background of the Invention section 
relied upon in the rejections. Even if the Backgroimd of the Invention section was prior art and the 
proposed combination were made, the proposed combination still does not teach or suggest 
simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the 
repair as presently claimed. As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited 
references and the rejections should be reversed. 

2. Group 2 (claims 12 and 20) is patentable over the Background of the 
Invention section in view of Kablanian et al. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application and Kablanian et al. No admission 
has been made and no evidence has been provided that the Background of the Invention section is 
prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine the 
Backgroimd of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. Furthermore, conflicting interpretations 
regarding two sentences from the Background of the Invention section exist in the final Office 
Action. Even if the proposed combination was made, the proposed combination still does not teach 
or suggest (i) a first circuit, (ii) a second circuit and (iii) simulating a design with at least one of a 
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plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair. As such, the claimed invention is 

fully patentable over the cited references and the rejections should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 

evidence that the prior art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. In particular, the 

Background of the Invention section of any application may include: 

A paragraph(s) describing to the extent practical the state of the prior art or other 
information disclosed known to the applicant, including references to specific prior art or 
other information where appropriate.^^ (Emphasis added by Appellants' representative) 

No admission has been made that any statements in the Background of the Invention section of the 

instant application is prior art. No evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any statement 

in the Background of the Invention section of the instant application qualifies as prior art. No 

evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any admission has been made by the Appellants. 

Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish that the sentences relied upon for the 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(a) rejection are prior art. Writing sentences in the Background of the Invention section of an 

application does not automatically imply that the sentences are admissions of prior art. As such, the 

Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of evidence that the prior 

art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 

clear and particular motivation to combine the Backgroimd of the Invention section of the instant 

appHcation with Kablanian et al. In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable expectation of success 

has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. As such, the claimed 

invention is fully patentable over the proposed combination and the rejections should be reversed. 



M.P.E.P., Eighth Edition, Revised February 2003, §608.01(c). 
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The proposed combination appears to add external software for optimizing redundant 
memory lines and fuse/anti-fiise equipment taught by Kablanian et al. to manual procedures and 
conventional methods disclosed in the Background of the Livention section. The Examiner has not 
provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for success of the proposed combination. 
Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established for lack of clear and particular 
evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation to "determine the optimal utilization"^^ is a 
conclusory statement taken out of context. The Background of the Invention section discusses 
enumeration of fuse locations and verification of a repair using the fuses. In contrast, the full context 
provided by Kablanian et al. for "optimal utilization" applies to redundant memory lines used to 
repair defective memory lines. The Background of the Invention section makes no references to 
memory lines or optimization. Therefore, there is no clear and particular motivation why one of 
ordinary skill in the art working on fuse enumeration and repair verification would seek a memory 
line optimization reference such as Kablanian et al. The fact that references can be combined is not 
sufficient to establish obviousness.^^ Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) evidence 
of motivation to combine or modify the references. 

Claim 12 provides a second circuit configured to perform a simulation of the design 
with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair of the design to verify a repair. 
Assuming, arguendo^ that the proposed combination of the Background of the Invention and 



Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 9, item 56. 
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Kablanian et al. would have been obvious (for which the Appellants' representative does not 
necessarily agree), the proposed combination still does not teach every element of the pending 
claims. Despite the Examiner's suggestion^^, Kablanian et al. do not teach or suggest simulating a 
design with at least one fuse programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Determining an optimum 
utilization of redundant memory lines to repair defective memory lines takes place before the repair 
is performed. In contrast, the claim provides verifying the repair after simulating the repair. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has interpreted the "extemal software" taught by 
Kablanian et al. to include simulation software that simulates the repair.^^ However, the Examiner 
appears to have used the claim language as a template to change the plain meaning of Kablanian et 
al. Nothing in Kablanian et al. teaches or suggests that the extemal software performs a simulation 
of the memory circuit or performs a simulation of a repair to the memory circuit. Extemal software 
is also not a circuit as per claim 12. In contrast, Kablanian et al. teach repairing an actual chip using 
a conventional laser beam and then retesting the actual chip with automatic test equipment (ATE).^^ 
Using a conventional laser and ATE does not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one 
of a pluraUty of fiises programmed for a repair to verify the repair as presently claimed. Therefore, 
the proposed combination does not teach or suggest every element as presently claimed and the 
rejections should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness because the 
proposed combination of the Background of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. does not 
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provide clear and particular evidence of a teaching or suggestion for the claimed data for each of a 
plurality of fuses. In particular, the rational for the claim 12 rejection makes conflicting statements 
within the final Office Action regarding two sentences in the Backgroxmd of the Invention section 
which read: 

The conventional methods to manually associate the fuse path to the fuse locations, or vise 
versa, use a layout versus schematic (LVS) cross-probe user-interface. Conventional verilog 
simulation paths are derived by manual translation of schematic paths aided by visual 
inspection of a nethst. 

Claim 12 provides compiling data for each of a plurality of fuses, wherein the data comprises 
simulation path data. The Examiner has asserted that the two sentences in the Background of the 
Invention section teach compiling data for each one of a plurality of fuses, wherein the data 
comprises simulation path data.^^ In addition, the Examiner has also asserted that the same two 
sentences teach that the data comprises schematic path data.^^ Furthermore, the Examiner has 
asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises physical layout data.^"* The same 
two sentences cannot teach or suggest three different types of data simultaneously. Therefore, no 
clear and particular evidence has been provided that the Backgroimd of the Invention section teaches 
or suggests compiling data for each of a pluraHty of fuses, wherein the data comprises simulation 
path data as presently claimed. As such, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for 
obviousness due to conflicting interpretations of the Background of the Invention section. 
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The Examiner has failed to estabhsh a prima facie case for obviousness for lack of 
evidence for every element of the claim. Claim 12 provides a first circuit and a second circuit. No 
evidence has been provided by the Examiner that the references teach or suggest a first circuit or a 
second circuit as presently claimed,^^ Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish that the 
Background of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. alone, or in combination, teach or suggest 
every element as presently claimed. 

In summary, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application and Kablanian et al. No admission 
has been made that the Background of the Invention section is prior art. No evidence has been 
provided by the Examiner that the cited sentences in the Background of the Invention section qualify 
as prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine 
the Backgroimd of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. Furthermore, the Examiner has made 
conflicting interpretations regarding two sentences firom the Background of the Invention section 
relied upon in the rejections. Even if the Background of the Invention section was prior art and the 
proposed combination were made, the proposed combination still does not teach or suggest (i) a first 
circuit, (ii) a second circuit and (iii) simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fiises 
programmed for a repair to verify the repair as presently claimed. As such, the claimed invention 
is fully patentable over the cited references and the rejections should be reversed. 
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3. Group 3 (claim 13) is patentable over the Background of the Invention 
section in view of Kablanian et al. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application and Kablanian et al. No admission 
has been made and no evidence has been provided that the Background of the Invention section is 
prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine the 
Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. Furthermore, conflicting interpretations 
regarding two sentences from the Background of the Invention section exist in the final Office 
Action. Even if the proposed combination was made, the proposed combination still does not teach 
or suggest (i) a means for generating, (ii) a means for compiling, (iii) a means for simulating and (iv) 
simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the 
repair. As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited references and the rejection 
should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 

evidence that the prior art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. In particular, the 

Background of the Invention section of any application may include: 

A paragraph(s) describing to the extent practical the state of the prior art or other 
information disclosed known to the applicant, including references to specific prior art or 
other information where appropriate.-^^ (Emphasis added by Appellants' representative) 

No admission has been made that any statements in the Background of the Invention section of the 

instant application is prior art. No evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any statement 

in the Background of the Invention section of the instant application qualifies as prior art. No 
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evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any admission has been made by the Appellants. 
Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish that the sentences relied upon for the 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) rejection are prior art. Writing sentences in the Background of the Invention section of an 
application does not automatically imply that the sentences are admissions of prior art. As such, the 
Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of evidence that the prior 
art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 
clear and particular motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section of the instant 
application with Kablanian et al. In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable expectation of success 
has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. As such, the claimed 
invention is fully patentable over the proposed combination and the rejection should be reversed. 

The proposed combination appears to add extemal software for optimizing redundant 
memory lines and fuse/anti-fiise equipment taught by Kablanian et al. to manual procedures and 
conventional methods disclosed in the Background of the Invention section. The Examiner has not 
provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for success of the proposed combination. 
Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established for lack of clear and particular 
evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation to "determine the optimal utilization"^^ is a 
conclusory statement taken out of context. The Background of the Invention section discusses 
enumeration of fuse locations and verification of a repair using the fuses. In contrast, the full context 
provided by Kablanian et al. for "optimal utilization" applies to redundant memory lines used to 
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repair defective memory lines. The Background of the Invention section makes no references to 
memory lines or optimization. Therefore, there is no clear and particular motivation why one of 
ordinary skill in the art working on fiise enumeration and repair verification would seek a memory 
hne optimization reference such as Kablanian et al. The fact that references can be combined is not 
sufficient to establish obviousness.^^ Therefore, the Examiner has failed to estabhsh a prima facie 
case of obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) evidence 
of motivation to combine or modify the references. 

Claim 13 provides a means for generating, a means for compiling, a means for 
simulating and a simulating of the design with at least one of a plurality of fiises programmed for 
a repair of the design to verify the repair. Assuming, arguendo, that the proposed combination of 
the Backgroimd of the Invention and Kablanian et al. would have been obvious (for which the 
Appellants' representative does not necessarily agree), the proposed combination still does not teach 
every element of the pending claims. Despite the Examiner's suggestion^^, Kablanian et al. do not 
teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one fuse programmed for a repair to verify the 
repair. Determining an optimxmi utilization of redundant memory lines to repair defective memory 
lines takes place before the repair is performed. In contrast, the claim provides verifying the repair 
after simulating the repair. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has interpreted the "external software" taught by 
Kablanian et al. to include simulation software that simulates the repair."*^ However, the Examiner 



M.P.E.P., Eighth Edition, Revised February 2003, §2143.01. 

Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 9, item 55. 

Advisory Action, March 24, 2003, page 2, item 13. 
Docket Number: 0325.00239 
Application No. : 09/4 1 0, 1 60 23 



appears to have used the claim language as a template to change the plain meaning of Kablanian et 
al. Nothing in Kablanian et al. teaches or suggests that the external software perforais a simulation 
of the memory circuit or performs a simulation of a repair to the memory circuit. External software 
also fails to teach or suggest the structure of a means for generating, a means for compiling and a 
means for simulating. In contrast, Kablanian et al. teach repairing an actual chip using a 
conventional laser beam and then retesting the actual chip with automatic test equipment (ATE)."** 
Using a conventional laser and ATE does not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one 
of a plurality of fiises programmed for a repair to verify the repair as presently claimed. Therefore, 
the proposed combination does not teach or suggest every element as presently claimed and the 
rejection should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness because the 
proposed combination of the Background of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. do not 
provide clear and particular evidence of a teaching or suggestion for the claimed data for each of a 
plurality of ftises. In particular, the rational for the claim 13 rejection makes conflicting statements 
within the final Office Action regarding two sentences in the Background of the Invention section 
which read: 

The conventional methods to manually associate the fuse path to the fiise locations, or vise 
versa, use a layout versus schematic (LVS) cross-probe user-interface. Conventional verilog 
simulation paths are derived by manual translation of schematic paths aided by visual 
inspection of a netlist. 

Claim 13 provides compiling data for each of a plurality of fuses, wherein the data comprises 
simulation path data. The Examiner has asserted that the two sentences in the Background of the 
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Invention section teach compiling data for each one of a pluraUty of fuses, wherein the data 
comprises simulation path data/"' In addition, the Examiner has also asserted that the same two 
sentences teach that the data comprises schematic path data."^ Furthermore, the Examiner has 
asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises physical layout data."*^ The same 
two sentences cannot teach or suggest three different types of data simultaneously. Therefore, no 
clear and particular evidence has been provided that the Backgroimd of the Invention section teaches 
or suggests compiling data for each of a plurality of fuses, wherein the data comprises simulation 
path data as presently claimed. As such, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for 
obviousness due to conflicting interpretations of the Background of the Invention section. 

The Examiner has failed to estabUsh a prima facie case for obviousness for lack of 
evidence for every element of the claim. Claim 13 provides a structure of a means for generating, 
a means for compiling and a means for simulating. No evidence was provided by the Examiner that 
the references teach or suggest a means for generating, a means for compiling and a means for 
simulating as presently claimed."*^ Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish that the 
Background of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. alone, or in combination, teach or suggest 
every element as presently claimed. 

In summary, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application and Kablanian et al. No admission 
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has been made that the Background of the Invention section is prior art. No evidence has been 
provided by the Examiner that the cited sentences in the Background of the Invention section qualify 
as prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine 
the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. Furthermore, the Examiner has made 
conflicting interpretations regarding two sentences from the Backgroimd of the Invention section 
relied upon in the rejection. Even if the Background of the Invention section was prior art and the 
proposed combination were made, the proposed combination still does not teach or suggest (i) a 
means for generating, (ii) a means for compiling, (iii) a means for simulating and (iv) simulating a 
design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair as 
presently claimed. As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited references and 
the rejection should be reversed. 

4. Group 6 (claims 5 and 6) is patentable over the Background of the 
Invention section in view of Kablanian et al. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application and Kablanian et al. No admission 
has been made and no evidence has been provided that the Background of the Invention section is 
prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine the 
Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. Furthermore, multiple conflicting 
interpretations regarding three sentences from the Background of the Invention section exist in the 
final Office Action. Even if the proposed combination was made, the proposed combination still 
does not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed 
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for a repair to verify the repair. As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited 

references and the rejections should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 

evidence that the prior art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. In particular, the 

Background of the Invention section of any application may include: 

A paragraph(s) describing to the extent practical the state of the prior art or other 
information disclosed known to the applicant, including references to specific prior art or 
other information where appropriate."^^ (Emphasis added by Appellants' representative) 

No admission has been made that any statements in the Backgroxmd of the Invention section of the 

instant application is prior art. No evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any statement 

in the Background of the Invention section of the instant application qualifies as prior art. No 

evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any admission has been made by the Appellants. 

Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish that the sentences relied upon for the 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(a) rejection are prior art. Writing sentences in the Background of the Invention section of an 

application does not automatically imply that the sentences are admissions of prior art. As such, the 

Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of evidence that the prior 

art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 

clear and particular motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section of the instant 

application with Kablanian et al. In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable expectation of success 

has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. As such, the claimed 

invention is fully patentable over the proposed combination and the rejections should be reversed. 
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The proposed combination appears to add external software for optimizing redundant 
memory lines and fuse/anti-fuse equipment taught by Kablanian et al. to manual procedures and 
conventional methods disclosed in the Background of the Invention section. The Examiner has not 
provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for success of the proposed combination. 
Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established for lack of clear and particular 
evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation to "determine the optimal utilization'*^^ is a 
conclusory statement taken out of context. The Background of the Invention section discusses 
enimieration of fuse locations and verification of a repair using the fiises. In contrast, the full context 
provided by Kablanian et al. for "optimal utilization" applies to redundant memory lines used to 
repair defective memory lines. The Background of the Invention section makes no references to 
memory lines or optimization. Therefore, there is no clear and particular motivation why one of 
ordinary skill in the art working on fuse enumeration and repair verification would seek a memory 
line optimization reference such as Kablanian et al. The fact that references can be combined is not 
sufficient to establish obviousness."*^ Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) evidence 
of motivation to combine or modify the references. 

Claims 5 and 6, by dependency from claim 1, provide simulating a design with at 
least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Assuming, arguendo, 
that the proposed combination of the Background of the Invention and Kablanian et al. would have 
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been obvious (for which the Appellants' representative does not necessarily agree), the proposed 
combination still does not teach every element of the pending claims. Despite the Examiner's 
suggestion^**, Kablanian et al. do not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one fuse 
programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Determining an optimimi utilization of redundant 
memory lines to repair defective memory lines takes place before the repair is performed. In 
contrast, the claim provides verifying the repair after simulating the repair. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has interpreted the "extemal software" taught by 
Kablanian et al. to include simulation software that simulates the repair.^* However, the Examiner 
appears to have used the claim language as a template to change the plain meaning of Kablanian et 
al. Nothing in Kablanian et al. teaches or suggests that the external software performs a simulation 
of the memory circuit or performs a simulation of a repair to the memory circuit. In contrast, 
Kablanian et al. teach repairing an actual chip using a conventional laser beam and then retesting the 
actual chip with automatic test equipment (ATE).^^ Using a conventional laser and ATE does not 
teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair 
to verify the repair as presently claimed. Therefore, the proposed combination does not teach or 
suggest every element as presently claimed and the rejections should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness because the 
proposed combination of the Backgroxmd of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. do not 
provide clear and particular evidence of a teaching or suggestion for the claimed data for each of a 
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plurality of fuses. In particular, the rational for the claim rejections make conflicting statements 
within the final Office Action regarding two sentences in the Background of the Invention section 
which read: 

The conventional methods to manually associate the fuse path to the fuse locations, or vise 
versa, use a layout versus schematic (LVS) cross-probe user-interface. Conventional verilog 
simulation paths are derived by manual translation of schematic paths aided by visual 
inspection of a netlist. 

Claims 5 and 6, through dependency from claim 1, provide compiling data for each of a plurality of 
fuses, wherein the data comprises simulation path data. The Examiner has asserted that the two 
sentences in the Background of the Invention section teach compiling data for each one of a plurality 
of fuses, wherein the data comprises simulation path data.^"^ In addition, the Examiner has also 
asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises schematic path data.^^ 
Furthermore, the Examiner has asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises 
physical layout data.^^ The same two sentences cannot teach or suggest three different types of data 
simultaneously. Therefore, no clear and particular evidence has been provided that the Background 
of the Invention section teaches or suggests compiling data for each of a plurality of fuses, wherein 
the data comprises simulation path data as presently claimed. As such, the Examiner has failed to 
establish a prima facie case for obviousness due to conflicting interpretations of the Background of 
the Invention section. 
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Furthermore, the Examiner has made conflicting statements regarding another 

sentence in the Background of the Invention section of the instant application which reads: 

Conventional methods exist to manually associate a fuse path to a fuse location or the fuse 
location to the fuse path, one at a time.^^ 

The Examiner has asserts that the above sentence teaches generating a fuse report.^^ Examiner has 

further asserted that the same sentence teaches listing physical locations of a device in the design 

in response to the fuse report.^^ The Examiner has asserted that the same sentence teaches 

generating a repair file that predicts at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair.^^ 

Finally, the Examiner has asserted that the same sentence teaches listing an output of a repair 

program as a.list of coordinates for at least one of a plurality fuses programmed for a repair in terms 

of a plurality of logical addresses/^ Since the single sentence cannot teach four very different steps, 

the Examiner has failed to establish clear and particular evidence that the Background of the 

Invention section and Kablanian et al. alone, or in combination, teach or suggest every claim 

element. 

In sximmary, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application and Kablanian et al. No admission 
has been made that the Background of the Invention section is prior art. No evidence has been 
provided by the Examiner that the cited sentences in the Background of the Invention section qualify 
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as prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine 
the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. Furthermore, the Examiner has made 
multiple conflicting interpretations regarding three sentences from the Backgroxmd of the Invention 
section rehed upon in the rejections. Even if the Background of the Invention section was prior art 
and the proposed combination were made, the proposed combination still does not teach or suggest 
simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the 
repair as presently claimed. As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited 
references and the rejections should be reversed. 

5. Group 7 (claim 7) is patentable over the Background of the Invention 
section in view of Kablanian et al. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application and Kablanian et al. No admission 
has been made and no evidence has been provided that the Backgroimd of the Invention section is 
prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine the 
Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. Furthermore, multiple conflicting 
interpretations regarding three sentences from the Background of the Invention section exist in the 
final Office Action. Even if the proposed combination was made, the proposed combination still 
does not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed 
for a repair to verify the repair. As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited 
references and the rejection should be reversed. 
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The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 

evidence that the prior art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. In particular, the 

Background of the Invention section of any application may include: 

A paragraph(s) describing to the extent practical the state of the prior art or other 
information disclosed known to the applicant, including references to specific prior art or 
other information where appropriate.^^ (Emphasis added by Appellants' representative) 

No admission has been made that any statements in the Background of the Invention section of the 

instant application is prior art. No evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any statement 

in the Background of the Invention section of the instant application qualifies as prior art. No 

evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any admission has been made by the Appellants. 

Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish that the sentences relied upon for the 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(a) rejection are prior art. Writing sentences in the Background of the Invention section of an 

application does not automatically imply that the sentences are admissions of prior art. As such, the 

Examiner has failed to estabhsh a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of evidence that the prior 

art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 
clear and particular motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section of the instant 
application with Kablanian et al. In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable expectation of success 
has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. As such, the claimed 
invention is fully patentable over the proposed combination and the rejection should be reversed. 

The proposed combination appears to add external software for optimizing redundant 
memory lines and fuse/anti-fuse equipment taught by Kablanian et al. to manual procedures and 
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conventional methods disclosed in the Background of the Invention section. The Examiner has not 
provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for success of the proposed combination. 
Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established for lack of clear and particular 
evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation to "determine the optimal utilization"^^ is a 
conclusory statement taken out of context. The Backgroimd of the Livention section discusses 
enumeration of fuse locations and verification of a repair using the fuses. In contrast, the full context 
provided by Kablanian et al. for "optimal utilization" appHes to redundant memory lines used to 
repair defective memory lines. The Background of the Invention section makes no references to 
memory lines or optimization. Therefore, there is no clear and particular motivation why one of 
ordinary skill in the art working on fuse enumeration and repair verification would seek a memory 
line optimization reference such as Kablanian et al. The fact that references can be combined is not 
sufficient to establish obviousness.^ Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) evidence 
of motivation to combine or modify the references. 

Claim 7, by dependency fi"om claim 1, provides simulating a design with at least one 
of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Assuming, arguendo, that the 
proposed combination of the Background of the Invention and Kablanian et al. would have been 
obvious (for which the Appellants' representative does not necessarily agree), the proposed 
combination still does not teach every element of the pending claims. Despite the Examiner's 
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suggestion^^, Kablanian et al. do not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one fuse 
programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Determining an optimum utilization of redundant 
memory lines to repair defective memory lines takes place before the repair is performed. In 
contrast, the claim provides verifying the repair after simulating the repair. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has interpreted the "extemal software" taught by 
Kablanian et al to include simulation software that simulates the repair. However, the Examiner 
appears to have used the claim language as a template to change the plain meaning of Kablanian et 
al. Nothing in Kablanian et al. teaches or suggests that the extemal software performs a simulation 
of the memory circuit or performs a simulation of a repair to the memory circuit. In contrast, 
Kablanian et al. teach repairing an actual chip using a conventional laser beam and then retesting the 
actual chip with automatic test equipment (ATE).^^ Using a conventional laser and ATE does not 
teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair 
to verify the repair as presently claimed. Therefore, the proposed combination does not teach or 
suggest every element as presently claimed and the rejection should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness because the 
proposed combination of the Background of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. do not 
provide clear and particular evidence of a teaching or suggestion for the claimed data for each of a 
plurality of fuses. In particular, the rational for the claim rejection makes conflicting statements 
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within the final Office Action regarding two sentences in the Background of the Invention section 
which read: 

The conventional methods to manually associate the fiise path to the fiise locations, or vise 
versa, use a layout versus schematic (LVS) cross-probe user-interface. Conventional verilog 
simulation paths are derived by manual translation of schematic paths aided by visual 
inspection of a netlist. 

Claim 7, through dependency from claim 1 , provides compiling data for each of a plurality of fiises, 
wherein the data comprises simulation path data. The Examiner has asserted that the two sentences 
in the Background of the hivention section teach compiling data for each one of a plurality of fiises, 
wherein the data comprises simulation path data.^^ hi addition, the Examiner has also asserted that 
the same two sentences teach that the data comprises schematic path data.^° Furthermore, the 
Examiner has asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises physical layout 
data.^* The same two sentences cannot teach or suggest three different types of data simultaneously. 
Therefore, no clear and particular evidence has been provided that the Background of the Invention 
section teaches or suggests compiling data for each of a plurality of fuses, wherein the data 
comprises simulation path data as presently claimed. As such, the Examiner has failed to establish 
a prima facie case for obviousness due to conflicting interpretations of the Backgroimd of the 
Invention section. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has made conflicting statements regarding another 
sentence in the Background of the Invention section of the instant application which reads: 

AppUcation, page 1, lines 16-20 as originally filed. 
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Conventional methods exist to manually associate a fuse path to a fuse location or the fuse 
location to the fuse path, one at a time7^ 

The Examiner has asserts that the above sentence teaches generating a fuse report.^^ Examiner has 

further asserted that the same sentence teaches listing physical locations of a device in the design 

in response to the fuse report.^"* The Examiner has asserted that the same sentence teaches 

generating a repair file that predicts at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair/^ 

Finally, the Examiner has asserted that the same sentence teaches listing an output of a repair 

program as a list of coordinates for at least one of a plurality fuses programmed for a repair in terms 

of a plurality of logical addresses/^ Since the single sentence cannot teach four very different steps, 

the Examiner has failed to establish clear and particular evidence that the Background of the 

Invention section and Kablanian et al. alone, or in combination, teach or suggest every claim 

element. 

In summary, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application and Kablanian et al. No admission 
has been made that the Backgroxmd of the Invention section is prior art. No evidence has been 
provided by the Examiner that the cited sentences in the Background of the Invention section qualify 
as prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine 
the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. Furthermore, the Examiner has made 

Application, page 1, lines 14-15 as originally filed. 
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multiple conflicting interpretations regarding three sentences from the Backgroiind of the Invention 
section relied upon in the rejection. Even if the Background of the Invention section was prior art 
and the proposed combination were made, the proposed combination still does not teach or suggest 
simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the 
repair as presently claimed. As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited 
references and the rejection should be reversed. 

6. Group 10 (claims 18 and 19) is patentable over the Background of the 
Invention section in view of Kablanian et al. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application and Kablanian et al. No admission 
has been made and no evidence has been provided that the Background of the Invention section is 
prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine the 
Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. Furthermore, multiple conflicting 
interpretations regarding two sentences from the Background of the Invention section exist in the 
final Office Action. Even if the proposed combination was made, the proposed combination still 
does not teach or suggest (i) a first circuit, (ii) a second circuit and (iii) simulating a design with at 
least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair. As such, the claimed 
invention is fully patentable over the cited references and the rejections should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 
evidence that the prior art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. In particular, the 
Background of the Invention section of any application may include: 
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A paragraph(s) describing to the extent practical the state of the prior art or other 
information disclosed known to the applicant, including references to specific prior art or 
other information where appropriate/^ (Emphasis added by Appellants' representative) 

No admission has been made that any statements in the Background of the Invention section of the 

instant application is prior art. No evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any statement 

in the Background of the Invention section of the instant application qualifies as prior art. No 

evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any admission has been made by the Appellants. 

Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish that the sentences rehed upon for the 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(a) rejection are prior art. Writing sentences in the Background of the Invention section of an 

application does not automatically imply that the sentences are admissions of prior art. As such, the 

Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of evidence that the prior 

art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 

clear and particular motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section of the instant 

apphcation with the teachings of Kablanian et al. In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable 

expectation of success has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. 

As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the proposed combination and the rejections 

should be reversed. 

The proposed combination appears to add external software for optimizing redundant 
memory lines and fiise/anti-fiise equipment taught by Kablanian et al. to manual procedures and 
conventional methods disclosed in the Background of the Invention section. The Examiner has not 
provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for success of the proposed combination. 
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Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been estabUshed for lack of clear and particular 
evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation to "determine the optimal utilization"^^ is a 
conclusory statement taken out of context. The Background of the Invention section discusses 
enumeration of fuse locations and verification of a repair using the fuses. In contrast, the full context 
provided by Kablanian et al. for "optimal utilization" applies to redundant memory lines used to 
repair defective memory lines. The Background of the Invention section makes no references to 
memory lines or optimization. Therefore, there is no clear and particular motivation why one of 
ordinary skill in the art working on fuse enumeration and repair verification would seek a memory 
line optimization reference such as Kablanian et al. The fact that references can be combined is not 
sufficient to establish obviousness.^^ Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) evidence 
of motivation to combine or modify the references. 

Claims 18 and 19, through dependencies fi^om claim 12, provide a second circuit 
configured to perform a simulation of the design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed 
for a repair of the design to verify a repair. Assuming, arguendo, that the proposed combination of 
the Background of the Invention and Kablanian et al. would have been obvious (for which the 
Appellants' representative does not necessarily agree), the proposed combination still does not teach 
every element of the pending claims. Despite the Examiner's suggestion^^, Kablanian et al. do not 
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teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one fuse programmed for a repair to verify the 
repair. Determining an optimum utilization of redundant memory lines to repair defective memory 
lines takes place before the repair is performed. In contrast, the claim provides verifying the repair 
after simulating the repair. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has interpreted the "external software" taught by 
Kablanian et al. to include simulation software that simulates the repair.^* However, the Examiner 
appears to have used the claim language as a template to change the plain meaning of Kablanian et 
al. Nothing in Kablanian et al. teaches or suggests that the external software performs a simulation 
of the memory circuit or performs a simulation of a repair to the memory circuit. External software 
is also not a circuit as per the claim. In contrast, Kablanian et al. teach repairing an actual chip using 
a conventional laser beam and then retesting the actual chip with automatic test equipment (ATE).^^ 
Using a conventional laser and ATE does not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one 
of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair as presently claimed. Therefore, 
the proposed combination does not teach or suggest every element as presently claimed and the 
rejection should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness because the 
proposed combination of the Background of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. do not 
provide clear and particular evidence of a teaching or suggestion for the claimed data for each of a 
plurality of fuses. In particular, the rational for the claim rejections make conflicting statements 
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within the final Office Action regarding two sentences in the Background of the Invention section 
which read: 

The conventional methods to manually associate the fuse path to the fiise locations, or vise 
versa, use a layout versus schematic (LVS) cross-probe user-interface. Conventional verilog 
simulation paths are derived by manual translation of schematic paths aided by visual 
inspection of a netlist. 

Claims 18 and 19, through dependencies from claim 12, provide compiling data for each of a 
plurality of fuses, wherein the data comprises simulation path data. The Examiner has asserted that 
the two sentences in the Background of the Invention section teach compiling data for each one of 
a plurality of fuses, wherein the data comprises simulation path data.^"* In addition, the Examiner 
has also asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises schematic path data.^^ 
Furthermore, the Examiner has asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises 
physical layout data.^^ The same two sentences cannot teach or suggest three different types of data 
simultaneously. Therefore, no clear and particular evidence has been provided that the Backgroimd 
of the Invention section teaches or suggests compiling data for each of a plurality of fuses, wherein 
the data comprises simulation path data as presently claimed. As such, the Examiner has failed to 
establish a prima facie case for obviousness due to conflicting interpretations of the Background of 
the Invention section. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has provided conflicting statements regarding the alleged 
structure taught by the two sentences in the Background of the Invention section. In particular, the 
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Examiner has asserted that the two sentences teach a structure that provides an elevation of the fuses 
at least one level of abstraction in a design. However, the Examiner has also asserted that the same 
two sentences teach a structure that collects data relevant to the fuses that are grouped.^^ Since the 
same sentences cannot have two different meanings, the Examiner has failed to provide clear and 
particular evidence that the Background of the Invention section teaches or suggests every claimed 
element. As such, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness due to 
conflicting interpretations of the Background of the Invention section. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness for lack of 
evidence for every element of the claim. Claims 18 and 19, through dependencies from claim 12, 
provide a first circuit and a second circuit. No evidence was provided by the Examiner that the 
references teach or suggest a first circuit or a second circuit as presently claimed.^^ Therefore, the 
Examiner has failed to establish that the Background of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. 
alone, or in combination, teach or suggest every element as presently claimed. 

In summary, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant appUcation and Kablanian et al. No admission 
has been made that the Background of the Invention section is prior art. No evidence has been 
provided by the Examiner that the cited sentences in the Background of the Invention section qualify 
as prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine 
the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. Furthermore, the Examiner has made 
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multiple conflicting interpretations regarding two sentences from the Background of the Invention 
section relied upon in the rejections. Even if the Background of the Invention section was prior art 
and the proposed combination were made, the proposed combination still does not teach or suggest 
(i) a first circuit, (ii) a second circuit and (iii) simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of 
fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair as presently claimed. As such, the claimed 
invention is fully patentable over the cited references and the rejections should be reversed. 

7. Group 4 (claims 2 and 3) is patentable over the Background of the 
Invention section in view of Kablanian et al. and Tzori. 

The final Office Action does not explicitly include the Tzori reference in the rej ection 
of claim 3.^** However, the argxmients made by the Examiner against claim 3 reference Tzori.^^ 
Therefore, Appellants treat claim 3 has being rej ected under the Backgroxmd of the Invention section 
in view of Kablanian et al. and Tzori. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application with Kablanian et al. and Tzori. 
No admission has been made and no evidence has been provided that the Background of the 
Invention section is prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of 
motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. The Examiner 
has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine the Background of the 
Invention section with Kablanian et al. and Tzori. Furthermore, conflicting interpretations regarding 
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two sentences from the Backgroimd of the Livention section exist in the final Office Action. Even 
if the proposed combination was made, the proposed combination still does not teach or suggest 
simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses progranmied for a repair to verify the 
repair. As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited references and the rejections 
should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 

evidence that the prior art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. In particular, the 

Background of the Invention section of any application may include: 

A paragraph(s) describing to the extent practical the state of the prior art or other 
information disclosed known to the applicant, including references to specific prior art or 
other information where appropriate.^^ (Emphasis added by Appellants' representative) 

No admission has been made that any statements in the Background of the Invention section of the 

instant application is prior art. No evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any statement 

in the Background of the Invention section of the instant appUcation qualifies as prior art. No 

evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any admission has been made by the Appellants. 

Therefore, the Examiner has failed to estabUsh that the sentences relied upon for the 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(a) rejection are prior art. Writing sentences in the Background of the Invention section of an 

application does not automatically imply that the sentences are admissions of prior art. As such, the 

Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of evidence that the prior 

art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 

clear and particular motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section of the instant 
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application with Kablanian et al. In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable expectation of success 
has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. As such, the claimed 
invention is fully patentable over the proposed combination and the rejections should be reversed. 

The proposed combination appears to add external software for optimizing redundant 
memory lines and fiise/anti-fuse equipment taught by Kablanian et al. to manual procedures and 
conventional methods disclosed in the Backgroxmd of the Invention section. The Examiner has not 
provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for success of the proposed combination. 
Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established for lack of clear and particular 
evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation to "determine the optimal utilization"^^ is a 
conclusory statement taken out of context. The Background of the Invention section discusses 
enumeration of fuse locations and verification of a repair using the fuses. In contrast, the full context 
provided by Kablanian et al. for "optimal utilization" applies to redundant memory lines used to 
repair defective memory lines. The Background of the Invention section makes no references to 
memory lines or optimization. Therefore, there is no clear and particular motivation why one of 
ordinary skill in the art working on fuse enumeration and repair verification would seek a memory 
line optimization reference such as Kablanian et al. The fact that references can be combined is not 
sufficient to establish obviousness.^"^ Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) evidence 
of motivation to combine or modify the references. 



Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 9, item 56. 

M.P.E.P., Eighth Edition, Revised February 2003, §2143.01. 
Docket Number: 0325.00239 
Application No.: 09/410,160 46 



The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 
clear and particular motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section of the instant 
application and Kablanian et al. with Tzori In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable expectation 
of success has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. As such, 
the claimed invention is fully patentable over the proposed combination and the rejections should 
be reversed. 

The Examiner has not provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for 
success of the proposed combination. Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been 
established for lack of clear and particular evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation, "Since in almost all instances IC manufacturers 
simulate their designs before fabricating even a prototype" is a conclusory statement.^^ The 
Examiner has already asserted that Kablanian et al. teaches simulating the design.^^ No clear and 
particular evidence has been provided why one of ordinary skill in the art already simulating a design 
would be motivated to seek another reference for the sake of simulating the design. Furthermore, 
the broad statement that almost all IC manufacturers simulate designs does not explain why one or 
ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to make the specific combination of the Background of 
the Invention section and Kablanian et al. with Tzori. The fact that references can be combined is 
not sufficient to establish obviousness.^^ Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima 
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facie case of obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) 
evidence of motivation to combine or modify the references. 

Claims 2 and 3, by dependency from claim 1, provide simulating a design with at 
least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Assuming, arguendo, 
that the proposed combination of the Background of the Invention, Kablanian et al. and Tzori would 
have been obvious (for which the Appellants' representative does not necessarily agree), the 
proposed combination still does not teach every element of the pending claims. Despite the 
Examiner's suggestion^^ Kablanian et al. do not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least 
one fuse programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Determining an optimum utilization of 
redundant memory lines to repair defective memory lines takes place before the repair is performed. 
In contrast, the claim provides verifying the repair after simulating the repair. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has interpreted the "external software" taught by 
Kablanian et al. to include simulation software that simulates the repair.^^ However, the Examiner 
appears to have used the claim language as a template to change the plain meaning of Kablanian et 
al. Nothing in Kablanian et al. teaches or suggests that the external software performs a simulation 
of the memory circuit or performs a simulation of a repair to the memory circuit. In contrast, 
Kablanian et al. teach repairing an actual chip using a conventional laser beam and then retesting the 
actual chip with automatic test equipment (ATE).^*'*' Using a conventional laser and ATE does not 
teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair 
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to verify the repair as presently claimed. Therefore, the proposed combination does not teach or 
suggest every element as presently claimed and the rejections should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness because the 
proposed combination of the Background of the Invention section, Kablanian et al. and Tzori do not 
provide clear and particular evidence of a teaching or suggestion for the claimed data for each of a 
plurality of fuses. In particular, the rational for the claim rejections make conflicting statements 
within the final Office Action regarding two sentences in the Background of the Invention section 
which read: 

The conventional methods to manually associate the fuse path to the fuse locations, or vise 
versa, use a layout versus schematic (LVS) cross-probe user-interface. Conventional verilog 
simulation paths are derived by manual translation of schematic paths aided by visual 
inspection of a netlist. 

Claims 2 and 3, by dependency from claim 1 , provide compiling data for each of a plurality of fuses, 
wherein the data comprises simulation path data. The Examiner has asserted that the two sentences 
in the Background of the Invention section teach compiling data for each one of a plurahty of fuses, 
wherein the data comprises simulation patli data. In addition, the Examiner has also asserted that 
the same two sentences teach that the data comprises schematic path data.*^^ Furthermore, the 
Examiner has asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises physical layout 
data.'^ The same two sentences cannot teach or suggest three different types of data 
simultaneously. Therefore, no clear and particular evidence has been provided that the Background 
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of the Invention section teaches or suggests compihng data for each of a pluraUty of fuses, wherein 
the data comprises simulation path data as presently claimed. As such, the Examiner has failed to 
establish a prima facie case for obviousness due to conflicting interpretations of the Background of 
the Invention section. 

In summary, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established to combine 
the Backgroimd of the Invention section of the instant appUcation with Kablanian et al and Tzori. 
No admission has been made that the Background of the Invention section is prior art. No evidence 
has been provided by the Examiner that the cited sentences in the Background of the Invention 
section qualify as prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of 
motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. The Examiner 
has not provided clear and particular evidence to add Tzori to the proposed combination. 
Furthermore, the Examiner has made conflicting interpretations regarding two sentences from the 
Background of the Invention section reUed upon for the rejections. Even if the Background of the 
Invention section was prior art and the proposed combination were made, the proposed combination 
still does not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses 
programmed for a repair to verify the repair as presently claimed. As such, the claimed invention 
is fully patentable over the cited references and the rejections should be reversed. 

8. Group 5 (claim 4) is patentable over the Background of the Invention 
section in view of Kablanian et al. and Sample et al. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application with Kablanian et al. and Sample 
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et al. No admission has been made and no evidence has been provided that the Background of the 

Invention section is prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of 

motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. The Examiner 

has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine the Background of the 

Invention section and Kablanian et al. with Sample et al. Furthermore, conflicting interpretations 

regarding two sentences from the Background of the Invention section exist in the final Office 

Action. Even if the proposed combination was made, the proposed combination still does not teach 

or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to 

verify the repair. As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited references and the 

rejection should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 

evidence that the prior art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. In particular, the 

Background of the Invention section of any application may include: 

A paragraph(s) describing to the extent practical the state of the prior art or other 
information disclosed known to the applicant, including references to specific prior art or 
other information where appropriate.**^^ (Emphasis added by Appellants' representative) 

No admission has been made that any statements in the Background of the Invention section of the 

instant application is prior art. No evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any statement 

in the Background of the Invention section of the instant application qualifies as prior art. No 

evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any admission has been made by the Appellants. 

Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish that the sentences relied upon for the 35 U.S.C. 

§ 103(a) rejection are prior art. Writing sentences in the Backgroimd of the Invention section of an 
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application does not automatically imply that the sentences are admissions of prior art. As such, the 
Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of evidence that the prior 
art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 
clear and particular motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section of the instant 
application with Kablanian et al. In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable expectation of success 
has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. As such, the claimed 
invention is fully patentable over the proposed combination and the rejection should be reversed. 

The proposed combination appears to add external software for optimizing redundant 
memory lines and fiise/anti-fuse equipment taught by Kablanian et al. to manual procedures and 
conventional methods disclosed in the Background of the Invention section. The Examiner has not 
provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for success of the proposed combination. 
Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established for lack of clear and particular 
evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation to "determine the optimal utilization" is a 
conclusory statement taken out of context. The Background of the Invention section discusses 
enumeration of fuse locations and verification of a repair using the fuses. In contrast, the full context 
provided by Kablanian et al. for "optimal utilization" applies to redundant memory lines used to 
repair defective memory lines. The Background of the Invention section makes no references to 
memory lines or optimization. Therefore, there is no clear and particular motivation why one of 
ordinary skill in the art working on fuse enumeration and repair verification would seek a memory 
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line optimization reference such as Kablanian et al. The fact that references can be combined is not 
sufficient to establish obviousness. Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) evidence 
of motivation to combine or modify the references. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 
clear and particular motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section of the instant 
application and Kablanian et al. with Sample et al. In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable 
expectation of success has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. 
As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the proposed combination and the rejection 
should be reversed. 

The Examiner has not provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for 
success of the proposed combination. Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been 
established for lack of clear and particular evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation that "the transistor list or layout specification 
is used to bum [sic] fuses" is a conclusory statement. The Examiner has already asserted that 
Kablanian et al. teaches fuse and/or antifuse equipment for severing circuit fuses. No clear and 
particular evidence has been provided why one of ordinary skill in the art already burning fuses 
would be motivated to seek another reference for the sake of burning fuses. Furthermore, the 
Background of the Invention section concems enumeration of fuse locations and verification of 
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repair using a simulation. In contrast, Sample et al. teach burning fuses in an actual device. No clear 
and particular evidence has been provided why one of ordinary skill in the art working with fuse 
locations and repair verification through simulation would be motivated to seek a reference that 
teaches how to program a real integrated circuit. The fact that references can be combined is not 
sufficient to establish obviousness. Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) evidence 
of motivation to combine or modify the references. 

Claim 4, by dependency from claim 1 , provides simulating a design with at least one 
of a plurahty of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Assuming, arguendo^ that the 
proposed combination of the Background of the Invention with Kablanian et al. and Sample et al. 
would have been obvious (for which the Appellants' representative does not necessarily agree), the 
proposed combination still does not teach every element of the pending claims. Despite the 
Examiner's suggestion* Kablanian et al. do not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least 
one fuse programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Determining an optimum utilization of 
redundant memory lines to repair defective memory lines takes place before the repair is performed. 
In contrast, the claim provides verifying the repair after simulating the repair. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has interpreted the "extemal software" taught by 
Kablanian et al. to include simulation software that simulates the repair.**^ However, the Examiner 
appears to have used the claim language as a template to change the plain meaning of Kablanian et 
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al. Nothing in Kablanian et al. teaches or suggests that the external software performs a simulation 
of the memory circuit or performs a simulation of a repair to the memory circuit. In contrast, 
Kablanian et al. teach repairing an actual chip using a conventional laser beam and then retesting the 
actual chip with automatic test equipment (ATE).'^^ Using a conventional laser and ATE does not 
teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair 
to verify the repair as presently claimed. Therefore, the proposed combination does not teach or 
suggest every element as presently claimed and the rejection should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness because the 
proposed combination of the Backgroimd of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. and Sample 
et al. do not provide clear and particular evidence of a teaching or suggestion for the claimed data 
for each of a plurality of fuses. In particular, the rational for the claim rejection makes conflicting 
statements within the final Office Action regarding two sentences in the Backgroimd of the Invention 
section which read: 

The conventional methods to manually associate the fuse path to the fuse locations, or vise 
versa, use a layout versus schematic (LVS) cross-probe user-interface. Conventional verilog 
simulation paths are derived by manual translation of schematic paths aided by visual 
inspection of a netlist. 

Claim 4, by dependency from claim 1, provides compiling data for each of a plurality of fuses, 
wherein the data comprises simulation path data. The Examiner has asserted that the two sentences 
in the Background of the Invention section teach compiling data for each one of a plurality of fuses, 
wherein the data comprises simulation path data. * In addition, the Examiner has also asserted that 
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the same two sentences teach that the data comprises schematic path data,^*^ Furthermore, the 
Examiner has asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises physical layout 
data.**^ The same two sentences cannot teach or suggest three different types of data 
simultaneously. Therefore, no clear and particular evidence has been provided that the Background 
of the Invention section teaches or suggests compiling data for each of a plurality of fuses, wherein 
the data comprises simulation path data as presently claimed. As such, the Examiner has failed to 
establish a prima facie case for obviousness due to conflicting interpretations of the Background of 
the Invention section. 

In simimary, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application with Kablanian et al. and Sample 
et al. No admission has been made that the Backgroimd of the Invention section is prior art. No 
evidence has been provided by the Examiner that the cited sentences in the Background of the 
Invention section qualify as prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence 
of motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. The 
Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence to add Sample et al. to the proposed 
combination. Furthermore, the Examiner has made conflicting interpretations regarding two 
sentences from the Background of the Invention section relied upon in the rejection. Even if the 
Background of the Invention section was prior art and the proposed combination were made, the 
proposed combination still does not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a 
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plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair as presently claimed. As such, the 
claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited references and the rejection should be reversed. 

9. Group 8 (claims 8, 10 and 11) is patentable over the Background of the 
Invention section in view of Kablanian et al. and Higgins et al. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness to combine 
the Background of the Livention section of the instant application with Kablanian et al. and Higgins 
et al. No admission has been made and no evidence has been provided that the Background of the 
Invention section is prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of 
motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. The Examiner 
has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine the Backgroxmd of the 
Invention section and Kablanian et al. with Higgins et al. Furthermore, multiple conflicting 
interpretations regarding three sentences from the Background of the Invention section exist in the 
final Office Action. Even if the proposed combination was made, the proposed combination still 
does not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed 
for a repair to verify the repair. As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited 
references and the rejections should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 
evidence that the prior art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. In particular, the 
Background of the Invention section of any application may include: 
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A paragraph(s) describing to the extent practical the state of the prior art or other 
information disclosed known to the applicant, including references to specific prior art or 
other information where appropriate.'^^ (Emphasis added by Appellants' representative) 

No admission has been made that any statements in the Backgroimd of the Invention section of the 

instant application is prior art. No evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any statement 

in the Background of the Invention section of the instant application qualifies as prior art. No 

evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any admission has been made by the Appellants. 

Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish that the sentences relied upon for the 35 U.S.C. 

§103(a) rejection are prior art. Writing sentences in the Background of the Invention section of an 

application does not automatically imply that the sentences are admissions of prior art. As such, the 

Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of evidence that the prior 

art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 
clear and particular motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section of the instant 
application with Kablanian et al. In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable expectation of success 
has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. As such, the claimed 
invention is fiiUy patentable over the proposed combination and the rejections should be reversed. 

The proposed combination appears to add extemal software for optimizing redundant 
memory lines and fiise/anti-fiise equipment taught by Kablanian et al. to manual procedures and 
conventional methods disclosed in the Background of the Invention section. The Examiner has not 
provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for success of the proposed combination. 
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Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been estabhshed for lack of clear and particular 
evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation to "determine the optimal utilization"'*^ is a 
conclusory statement taken out of context. The Background of the Invention section discusses 
enumeration of fuse locations and verification of a repair using the fuses. In contrast, the full context 
provided by Kablanian et al. for "optimal utilization" applies to redundant memory lines used to 
repair defective memory lines. The Background of the Invention section makes no references to 
memory lines or optimization. Therefore, there is no clear and particular motivation why one of 
ordinary skill in the art working on fuse enumeration and repair verification would seek a memory 
line optimization reference such as Kablanian et al. The fact that references can be combined is not 
sufficient to establish obviousness. Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) evidence 
of motivation to combine or modify the references. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 
clear and particular motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section of the instant 
application and Kablanian et al. with Higgins et al. In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable 
expectation of success has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. 
As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the proposed combination and the rejections 
should be reversed. 
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The Examiner has not provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for 
success of the proposed combination. Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been 
estabUshed for lack of clear and particular evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation that "repair procedures result in higher yields" 
is a conclusory statement. The Examiner has already asserted that Kablanian et al. teaches fuse 
and/or antifiise equipment for severing circuit fuses. No clear and particular evidence has been 
provided why one of ordinary skill in the art already burning fuses would be motivated to seek 
another reference to bum fuses for the sake of a higher yield. Furthermore, the Background of the 
Invention section concems enumeration of fuse locations and verification of repair using the fuses. 
In contrast, Higgins et al. teach burning fuses in actual hardware. No clear and particular evidence 
has been provided why one of ordinary skill in the art working with fuse locations and repair 
verification through simulation would be motivated to seek a reference that teaches higher yields 
using a laser to repair actual hardware. The fact that references can be combined is not sufficient 
to establish obviousness. Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) evidence of 
motivation to combine or modify the references. 

Claims 8, 10 and 11, by dependency from claim 1, provide simulating a design with 
at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Assuming, arguendo, 
that the proposed combination of the Background of the Invention with Kablanian et al. and Higgins 
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et al. would have been obvious (for which the Appellants ' representative does not necessarily agree), 
the proposed combination still does not teach every element of the pending claims. Despite the 
Examiner's suggestion*^"^, Kablanian et al. do not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least 
one fuse programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Determining an optimum utilization of 
redundant memory lines to repair defective memory lines takes place before the repair is performed. 
In contrast, the claim provides verifying the repair after simulating the repair. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has interpreted the "external software" taught by 
Kablanian et al. to include simulation software that simulates the repair. However, the Examiner 
appears to have used the claim language as a template to change the plain meaning of Kablanian et 
al. Nothing in Kablanian et al. teaches or suggests that the external software performs a simulation 
of the memory circuit or performs a simulation of a repair to the memory circuit. In contrast, 
Kablanian et al. teach repairing an actual chip using a conventional laser beam and then retesting the 
actual chip with automatic test equipment (ATE).^^^ Using a conventional laser and ATE does not 
teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair 
to verify the repair as presently claimed. Therefore, the proposed combination does not teach or 
suggest every element as presently claimed and the rejection should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness because the 
proposed combination of the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. and Higgins 
et al. does not provide clear and particular evidence of a teaching or suggestion for the claimed data 
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for each of a plurality of fuses. In particular, the rational for the claim rejections make conflicting 
statements within the final Office Action regarding two sentences in the Background of the Invention 
section which read: 

The conventional methods to manually associate the fuse path to the fuse locations, or vise 
versa, use a layout versus schematic (LVS) cross-probe user-interface. Conventional verilog 
simulation paths are derived by manual translation of schematic paths aided by visual 
inspection of a netlist. 

Claims 8, 10 and 11, through dependency from claim 1, provide compiling data for each of a 
plurality of fuses, wherein the data comprises simulation path data. The Examiner has asserted that 
the two sentences in the Background of the Invention section teach compiling data for each one of 
a plurality of fuses, wherein the data comprises simulation path data.*^^ In addition, the Examiner 
has also asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises schematic path data.'^^ 
Furthermore, the Examiner has asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises 
physical layout data.^^^ The same two sentences cannot teach or suggest three different types of 
data simultaneously. Therefore, no clear and particular evidence has been provided that the 
Background of the Invention section teaches or suggests compiling data for each of a plurality of 
fuses, wherein the data comprises simulation path data as presently claimed. As such, the Examiner 
has failed to estabhsh a prima facie case for obviousness due to conflicting interpretations of the 
Background of the Invention section. 
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Furthermore, the Examiner has made conflicting statements regarding another 

sentence in the Background of the Invention section of the instant application which reads: 

Conventional methods exist to manually associate a fuse path to a fuse location or the fuse 
location to the fuse path, one at a time.*^* 

The Examiner has asserts that the above sentence teaches generating a fuse report. Examiner 

has further asserted that the same sentence teaches listing physical locations of a device in the 

design in response to the fuse report. The Examiner has asserted that the same sentence teaches 

generating a repair file that predicts at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair. ^^"^ 

Finally, the Examiner has asserted that the same sentence teaches listing an output of a repair 

program as a list of coordinates for at least one of a plurality fuses programmed for a repair in terms 

of a plurality of logical addresses. Since the single sentence cannot teach four very different steps, 

the Examiner has failed to establish clear and particular evidence that the Background of the 

Invention section, Kablanian et al. and Higgins et al alone, or in combination, teach or suggest every 

claim element. 

In summary, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application with Kablanian et al. and Higgins 
et al. No admission has been made that the Background of the Invention section is prior art. No 
evidence has been provided by the Examiner that the cited sentences in the Background of the 
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Invention section qualify as prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence 
of motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. and Higgins 
et al. Furthermore, the Examiner has made multiple conflicting interpretations regarding three 
sentences from the Background of the Invention section relied upon in the rejections. Even if the 
Background of the Invention section was prior art and the proposed combination were made, the 
proposed combination still does not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a 
plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair as presently claimed. As such, the 
claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited references and the rejections should be reversed. 

10. Group 9 (claims 9 and 17) is patentable over the Background of the 
Invention section in view of Kablanian et al., Higgins et al. and Tzori. 

The final Office Action does not explicitly include the Higgins et al. reference in the 
rejection of claim 17.'^^ However, the claim 17 depends from claim 8 for which the Examiner used 
Higgins et al. in the rejection.*^^ Therefore, Appellants treat claim 17 has being rejected under the 
Backgroimd of the Invention section in view of Kablanian et al., Tzori and Higgins et al. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness to combine 
the Background of the Invention section of the instant application with Kablanian et al., Higgins et 
al. and Tzori. No admission has been made and no evidence has been provided that the Background 
of the Invention section is prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence 
of motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. The 
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Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine the Background 

of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. with Higgins et al. The Examiner has not provided 

clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section, 

Kablanian et al. and Higgins et al. with Tzori. Furthermore, multiple conflicting interpretations 

regarding three sentences from the Background of the Invention section exist in the final Office 

Action. Even if the proposed combination was made, the proposed combination still does not teach 

or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fiises programmed for a repair to 

verify the repair. As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the cited references and the 

rejections should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to estabHsh a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 

evidence that the prior art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. In particular, the 

Background of the Invention section of any application may include: 

A paragraph(s) describing to the extent practical the state of the prior art or other 
information disclosed known to the applicant, including references to specific prior art or 
other information where appropriate.^^^ (Emphasis added by Appellants' representative) 

No admission has been made that any statements in the Background of the Invention section of the 

instant application is prior art. No evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any statement 

in the Background of the Invention section of the instant application qualifies as prior art. No 

evidence has been provided by the Examiner that any admission has been made by the Appellants. 

Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish that the sentences relied upon for the 35 U.S.C. 

§103(a) rejection are prior art. Writing sentences in the Background of the Invention section of an 

application does not automatically imply that the sentences are admissions of prior art. As such, the 
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Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of evidence that the prior 
art references teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 
clear and particular motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section of the instant 
application with the teachings of Kablanian et al. In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable 
expectation of success has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. 
As such, the claimed invention is fiilly patentable over the proposed combination and the rejections 
should be reversed. 

The proposed combination appears to add external software for optimizing redundant 
memory lines and fuse/anti-fuse equipment taught by Kablanian et al. to manual procedures and 
conventional methods disclosed in the Background of the Invention section. The Examiner has not 
provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for success of the proposed combination. 
Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established for lack of clear and particular 
evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation to "determine the optimal utilization"^^^ is a 
conclusory statement taken out of context. The Background of the Invention section discusses 
enumeration of fuse locations and verification of a repair using the fuses. In contrast, the full context 
provided by Kablanian et al. for "optimal utilization" applies to redundant memory lines used to 
repair defective memory lines. The Background of the Invention section makes no references to 
memory lines or optimization. Therefore, there is no clear and particular motivation why one of 
ordinary skill in the art working on fuse enumeration and repair verification would seek a memory 
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line optimization reference such as Kablanian et al. The fact that references can be combined is not 
sufficient to estabUsh obviousness/"*^ Therefore, the Examiner has failed to establish apn/w^z facie 
case of obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) evidence 
of motivation to combine or modify the references. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 
clear and particular motivation to combine the Backgroimd of the Invention section of the instant 
application and Kablanian et al. with Higgins et al. In particular, (i) no evidence of a reasonable 
expectation of success has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory statement. 
As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the proposed combination and the rejections 
should be reversed. 

The Examiner has not provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for 
success of the proposed combination. Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been 
established for lack of clear and particular evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation that "repair procedures result in higher yields" 
is a conclusory statement. ^"^^ The Examiner has already asserted that Kablanian et al. teaches fuse 
and/or antifuse equipment for severing circuit fuses. ^'^^ No clear and particular evidence has been 
provided why one of ordinary skill in the art already burning fuses would be motivated to seek 
another reference to bum fuses for the sake of a higher yield. Furthermore, the Background of the 
Invention section concerns enimieration of fuse locations and verification of repair using the fuses. 
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In contrast, Higgins et al. teach burning fuses in actual hardware. No clear and particular evidence 
has been provided why one of ordinary skill in the art working with fuse locations and repair 
verification through simulation would be motivated to seek a reference that teaches higher yields 
using a laser to repair actual hardware. The fact that references can be combined is not sufficient 
to establish obviousness.*"*^ Therefore, the Examiner has failed to estabUsh a prima facie case of 
obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of success and (ii) evidence of 
motivation to combine or modify the references. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of 
clear and particular motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section of the instant 
application and Kablanian et al. and Higgins et al. with Tzori In particular, (i) no evidence of a 
reasonable expectation of success has been provided and (ii) the asserted motivation is a conclusory 
statement. As such, the claimed invention is fully patentable over the proposed combination and the 
rejections should be reversed. 

The Examiner has not provided any evidence regarding a reasonable expectation for 
success of the proposed combination. Therefore, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been 
established for lack of clear and particular evidence of a reasonable expectation of success. 

Furthermore, the asserted motivation, "Since in almost all instances IC manufacturers 
simulate their designs before fabricating even a prototype" is a conclusory statement. The 
Examiner has already asserted that Kablanian et al. teaches simulating the design.*"*^ No clear and 
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particular evidence has been provided why one of ordinary skill in the art akeady simulating a design 
would be motivated to seek another reference for the sake of simulating the design. Furthermore, 
the broad statement that ahnost all IC manufacturers simulate designs does not explain why one or 
ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to make the specific combination of the Background of 
the Invention section, Kablanian et al. and Higgins et al. with Tzori. The fact that references can be 
combined is not sufficient to establish obviousness. ^"^^ Therefore, the Examiner has failed to 
estabUsh a prima facie case of obviousness for lack of (i) evidence for a reasonable expectation of 
success and (ii) evidence of motivation to combine or modify the references. 

Claims 9 and 17, by dependency from claim 1, provide simulating a design with at 
least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Assuming, arguendo, 
that the proposed combination of the Backgroimd of the Invention with Kablanian et al., Higgins et 
al and Tzori would have been obvious (for which the Appellants' representative does not necessarily 
agree), the proposed combination still does not teach every element of the pending claims. Despite 
the Examiner's suggestion^"*^, Kablanian et al. do not teach or suggest simulating a design with at 
least one fuse programmed for a repair to verify the repair. Determining an optimum utilization of 
redundant memory lines to repair defective memory lines takes place before the repair is performed. 
In contrast, the claim provides verifying the repair after simulating the repair. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has interpreted the "external software" taught by 
Kablanian et al. to include simulation software that simulates the repair. ^"^^ However, the Examiner 
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appears to have used the claim language as a template to change the plain meaning of Kablanian et 

al. Nothing in Kablanian et al. teaches or suggests that the external software performs a simulation 

of the memory circuit or performs a simulation of a repair to the memory circuit. In contrast, 

Kablanian et al. teach repairing an actual chip using a conventional laser beam and then retesting the 

actual chip with automatic test equipment (ATE).^"^^ Using a conventional laser and ATE does not 

teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair 

to verify the repair as presently claimed. Therefore, the proposed combination does not teach or 

suggest every element as presently claimed and the rejections should be reversed. 

The Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness because the 

proposed combination of the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al., Higgins et 

al. and Tzori does not provide clear and particular evidence of a teaching or suggestion for the 

claimed data for each of a plurality of fuses. In particular, the rational for the claim rejections make 

conflicting statements within the final Office Action regarding two sentences in the Background of 

the Invention section which read: 

The conventional methods to manually associate the fuse path to the fuse locations, or vise 
versa, use a layout versus schematic (LVS) cross-probe user-interface. Conventional verilog 
simulation paths are derived by manual translation of schematic paths aided by visual 
inspection of a netlist. 

Claims 9 and 17, through dependency fi"om claim 1, provide compiling data for each of a plurality 
of fuses, wherein the data comprises simulation path data. The Examiner has asserted that the two 
sentences in the Background of the Invention section teach compiling data for each one of a plurality 
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of fuses, wherein the data comprises simulation path data. In addition, the Examiner has also 

asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises schematic path data.^^^ 

Furthermore, the Examiner has asserted that the same two sentences teach that the data comprises 

physical layout data.^^^ The same two sentences cannot teach or suggest three different types of 

data simultaneously. Therefore, no clear and particular evidence has been provided that the 

Background of the Invention section teaches or suggests compiling data for each of a plurality of 

fuses, wherein the data comprises simulation path data as presently claimed. As such, the Examiner 

has failed to establish a prima facie case for obviousness due to conflicting interpretations of the 

Background of the Invention section. 

Furthermore, the Examiner has made conflicting statements regarding another 

sentence in the Background of the Invention section of the instant application which reads: 

Conventional methods exist to manually associate a fuse path to a fuse location or the fuse 
location to the fuse path, one at a time.*^"^ 

The Examiner has asserts that the above sentence teaches generating a fuse report. Examiner 

has further asserted that the same sentence teaches listing physical locations of a device in the 

design in response to the fuse report. The Examiner has asserted that the same sentence teaches 



Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 9, item 52. 

Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 15, item 103 

Office Action, January 10, 2003, page 15, item 106 

Application, page 1, lines 14-15 as originally filed. 
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generating a repair file that predicts at least one of a plurality of fuses programmed for a repair.*" 
Finally, the Examiner has asserted that the same sentence teaches listing an output of a repair 
program as a list of coordinates for at least one of a plurality fuses programmed for a repair in terms 
of a plurality of logical addresses. Since the single sentence cannot teach four very different steps, 
the Examiner has failed to establish clear and particular evidence that the Background of the 
Invention section, Kablanian et al., Higgins et al. and Tzori alone, or in combination, teach or 
suggest every claim element. 

In summary, a prima facie case for obviousness has not been established to combine 
the Backgroimd of the Invention section of the instant application with Kablanian et al., Higgins et 
al. and Tzori. No admission has been made that the Background of the Invention section is prior art. 
No evidence has been provided by the Examiner that the cited sentences in the Background of the 
Invention section qualify as prior art. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence 
of motivation to combine the Background of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. and Higgins 
et al. The Examiner has not provided clear and particular evidence of motivation to combine the 
Backgroimd of the Invention section with Kablanian et al., Higgins et al. and Tzori. Furthermore, 
the Examiner has made multiple conflicting interpretations regarding three sentences from the 
Background of the Invention section relied upon in the rejections. Even if the Background of the 
Invention section was prior art and the proposed combination were made, the proposed combination 
still does not teach or suggest simulating a design with at least one of a plurality of fuses 
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programmed for a repair to verify the repair as presently claimed. As such, the claimed invention 
is fixUy patentable over the cited references and the rejections should be reversed. 

Groups 1-10 are separately patentable. 

During prosecution, each independent and dependent claim is considered to be 
separately patentable over every other claim. As such, each of the above groups is considered to 
be separately patentable over every other group. In particular, each of the groups includes a 
unique combination of arguments that allow individual groups to stand over the references even if 
all of the other groups fall. 

Each of groups 1-10 includes arguments that there is no motivation to combine the 
Backgroimd of the Invention section with Kablanian et al. Group 2 includes an argimient that a first 
structure has not been taught or suggested. Since group 1 does not depend on the first structure 
argument, group 2 may be found patentable even if group 1 is not. 

Group 3 includes an argument that a second structure has not been taught or 
suggested. Since groups 1-2 do not depend upon the second structure argument, group 3 may be 
found patentable even if groups 1 and/or 2 are not. 

Group 4 includes an argument that there is no motivation to combine Tzori with the 
Background of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. Since groups 1-3 do not depend upon the 
Tzori argument, group 4 may be found patentable even if groups 1, 2 and/or 3 are not. 

See, e.g., Rowe v. Dror, 42 USPQ2d 1550, 1552 (Fed. Cir. 1997), Preemption Devices, 
Inc. V. Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing Company, 221 USPQ 841, 843 (Fed. Cir. 1984), and 
Jones V. Hardy, 727 F.2d 1524, 1528, 220 USPQ 1021, 1024 (Fed. Cir. 1984) (It is well estabUshed 
that each claim in a patent constitutes a separate invention.). 

Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (M.P.E.P.), Eighth Edition, August, 2001, § 1206. 
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Group 5 includes an argument that there is no motivation to combine Sample et al. 
with the Background of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. Since groups 1-4 do not depend 
upon the Sample et al. argument, group 5 may be found patentable even if groups 1, 2, 3 and/or 4 
are not. 

Group 6 includes an argument that no clear and particular evidence has been 
established for interpreting a cited sentence from the Background of the Invention section. Since 
groups 1-5 do not depend upon the interpretation argument, group 6 may be found patentable even 
if groups 1, 2, 3, 4 and/or 5 are not. 

Group? includes an argument that no clear and particular evidence has been 
established for interpreting a cited sentence from the Background of the Invention section. Since 
groups 1-5 do not depend upon the argument, group 7 may be found patentable even if groups 1, 2, 
3, 4 and/or 5 are not. Group 7 includes an arguments for definiteness. Since group 6 does not 
depend upon the definiteness argument, group 6 may be found patentable even if group 7 is not. 

Group 8 includes an argument that there is no motivation to combine Higgins et al. 
with the Background of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. Since groups 1-7 do not depend 
upon the Higgins et al. argument, group 8 may be found patentable even if groups 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 
and/or 7 are not. 

Group 9 includes an argxmient that there is no motivation to combine Higgins et al. 
and Tzori with the Background of the Invention section and Kablanian et al. Since groups 1-8 do 
not depend on both the Higgins et al. and the Tzori arguments, group 9 may be found patentable 
even if groups 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and/or 8 are not. 
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Group 10 includes an argument that there is no clear and particular evidence for a 
structure alleged to be taught in the Background of the Invention section. Since groups 1-9 do not 
depend on the argument, group 1 0 may be found patentable even if groups 1 , 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and/or 
9 are not. 

C. CONCLUSION 

None of the cited references suggest simulating a design with at least one of a 
plurality of fuses programmed for a repair to verify the repair as recited in independent claims 1,12 
and 13. No admission has been made that the Background of the Invention section of the instant 
application is prior art. No evidence has been provided by the Examiner that the Background of the 
Invention section is prior art or that there has been an admission. Furthermore, a prima facie case 
for obviousness has not been established to combine the Background of the Invention section with 
Kablanian et al., Tzori, Sample et al. and/or Higgins et al. Hence, the Examiner has clearly erred 
with respect to the patentability of the claimed invention. It is respectfully requested that the Board 
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overturn the Examiner's rejection of all pending claims, and hold that the claims are not rendered 
obvious by the cited reference. However, should the Board find the arguments herein in support of 
independent claims 1,12, and/or 13 unpersuasive, the Board is respectfully requested to carefully 
consider the arguments set forth above in support of each of the independently patentable groups. 



Dated: June 9. 2003 




24025 Greater Mack 
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IX. APPENDIX 

The claims of the present apphcation which are involved in this appeal are as follows: 



1 LA method of verifying a repair of a design, comprising the steps of: 

2 (A) generating an enumeration of a plurality of fuses in said design; 

3 (B) compiling data for each of said fuses, wherein said data comprises simulation 

4 path data; and 

5 (C) simulating said design with at least one of said fuses programmed for said 

6 repair to verify said repair. 

1 2 . The method according to claim 1 , wherein said simulation path data comprises 

2 verilog simulation path data. 

1 3. The method according to claim 14, wherein said schematic path data 

2 comprises at least one of a schematic path, a property, a hierarchy and a verilog path . 

1 4. The method according to claim 1 , wherein step (B) further comprises the sub- 

2 step of: 

3 generating a list of layout coordinates and paths in said design as part of said 

4 compiling. 

1 5. The method according to claim 1, further comprising the step of: 

2 generating a fiise report. 



I 

1 6. The method according to claim 5, further comprising the step of: 

2 listing physical locations of a device in said design in response to said fiise report. 

1 7. The method according to claim 1, further comprising the step of: 

2 generating a repair file that predicts said at least one of said fuses programmed for 

3 said repair. 

1 8. The method according to claim 7, further comprising the step of: 

2 creating a repair program in response to said repair file. 

1 9. The method according to claim 8, further comprising the step of: 

2 verifying a function of said design in response to said repair program. 

1 10. The method according to claim 8, further comprising the step of: 

2 listing an output of said repair program as a hst of coordinates for said at least one 

3 of said fuses programmed for said repair in terms of a plurality of logical addresses. 

1 11. The method according to claim 10, further comprising the step of: 

2 storing said coordinates in a memory. 



1 



2 



3 



12. An apparatus comprising: 

a first circuit configured to enumerate a plurality of fuses in a design; and 

a second circuit configured to (i) compile data for each of said fuses, wherein said 



4 data comprises simulation path data and (ii) perform a simulation said design with at least one of 

5 said fuses programmed for a repair of said design to verify said repair. 

1 1 3 . An apparatus comprising: 

2 means for generating an enumeration of a plurality of fuses in a design; 

3 means for compiling data for each of said fuses, wherein said data comprises 

4 simulation path data; and 

5 means for simulating said design with at least one of said fuses programmed for a 

6 repair of said design to verify said repair. 

1 14. The method according to claim 1, wherein said data fiirther comprises 

2 schematic path data. 

1 15. The method according to claim 1, wherein said data further comprises 

2 physical location data. 

1 16. The method according to claim 1, further comprising the step of: 

2 mapping a plurality of co-ordinates of said fuses to a plurality of verilog program 

3 statements. 

1 17. The method according to claim 8, further comprising the step of: 

2 checking said repair file and said repair program for an error. 



I:. 



18. The apparatus according to claim 12, wherein said first circuit is fixrther 
configured to provide an elevation of said fuses at least one level of abstraction in said design. 

19. The apparatus according to claim 12, wherein said first circuit is further 
configured to collect data relevant to said fuses that are grouped. 

20. The apparatus according to claim 12, wherein said second circuit is further 
configured to write a report file. 



